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tween $1-2 billion, and the resulting
burden on Edison ratepayers. The alternatives approved by the Commission
will cost Edison only $30 million.
The required construction of an artificial kelp bed reef is designed to replace the lost and damaged resources at
the San Onofre Kelp Bed Reef and produce a persistent giant kelp forest and
associated ecosystem. The reef will be
located in the vicinity of SONGS, but
outside the influence of the SONGS
discharge plume and water intake. The
required wetland restoration project is
intended to compensate for fish loss;
Edison may choose from among the
Tijuana Estuary in San Diego County,
San Dieguito River Valley in San Diego
County, Huntington Beach Wetland in
Orange County, Los Cerritos Wetland in
Los Angeles County, Ballona Wetland
in Los Angeles County, or other sites as
approved by the Commission's Executive Director. Because the MRC also
found that SONGS is exceeding the
terms of its National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit
issued by the San Diego Regional Water
Quality Control Board, the Commission
also agreed to recommend that the Regional Board modify Edison's discharge
permits to incorporate regular monitoring by Edison and set specific measurement standards which Edison must follow in filing its monitoring reports.
RECENT MEETINGS:
At its June 20 meeting, WRCB unanimously adopted Water Quality Order
91-06, concerning petitions for review
of monitoring requirements implemented by the San Diego Regional
Board; the petitions were filed by two
San Diego County dairy farmers, William Vander Woude and Pete Verboom.
(See CRLR Vol. 11, No. 1 (Winter 1991)
pp. 133-34 for detailed background information.) The petitioners alleged that
the monitoring program imposed on
them by the San Diego Regional Board
is too expensive and that it is unfair to
require only San Diego area dairies to
comply. WRCB affirmed the Regional
Board's monitoring program as consistent with section 2510 et seq., Title 23
of the CCR, which authorizes regional
boards to impose a monitoring program
on confined animal facilities. WRCB
also refused to find that the Regional
Board's actions were improper on the
basis that other regions do not require
such a monitoring program.
On August 22, WRCB adopted Resolution 91-81, establishing a San Diego
Regional Board drought policy. This
policy authorizes the Regional Board's
Executive Officer to notify the producer

or user, or both, of reclaimed water that
the Regional Board has temporarily
waived the adoption of waste discharge
requirements or water reclamation requirements, or both, for reclaimed water projects that comply with specified
conditions of the policy.
The policy also authorizes the Executive Officer to notify dischargers of
reclaimed water and treated wastewater
in violation of effluent limits for certain
constituents contained in waste discharge requirements (WDR) adopted by
the Regional Board that no formal enforcement action for these violations
will be taken if the discharger complies
with specified conditions; the main condition is that the WDR violations are
due solely to increased concentrations
of waste constituents in the effluent due
to water conservation measures and/or
changes in the mineral quality of the
water supply due to drought conditions.
At its September 26 meeting, WRCB
approved an amendment to the Water
Quality Control Plan (WQCP) for the
North Coast Region by establishing sitespecific temperature objectives and an
interim plan for portions of the Trinity
River. The 34-mile stretch of the Trinity
River between Lewiston Dam and the
confluence of the North Fork of the
Trinity River is a prime spawning area
for salmon and steelhead trout. However, construction of the Lewiston Dam
in 1963 seriously impacted the river's
natural flow, causing natural production of salmon and steelhead trout to
severely decline by 80% and 60%, respectively. In 1975, the North Coast
Regional Board adopted its Basin Plan,
including general temperature objectives
for all surface waters within the north
coast region. However, due to continual
dry weather conditions since 1985 and
further reduced inflow to the Trinity
River, the established objectives no
longer provide adequate protection for
the fisheries' resources.
The amendment to the WQCP sets
water temperature objectives of 60 de-

a

grees Fahrenheit for the protection of
adult spawning salmon and steelhead,
in vivo eggs, and juveniles, and 56 degrees Fahrenheit for the protection of
egg incubation; according to WRCB,
fishery scientists widely support these
temperature objectives. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, the California Department of Fish and Game, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Marine Fisheries Service will be
responsible for establishing the timing
and proportion of releases available to
attain the new temperature objectives
for the Trinity River established by the
amendment.
Also in September, WRCB ruled on
a May 1990 petition by the Environmental Health Coalition (EHC) to review a pollutant discharge permit issued in April 1990 by the San Diego
Region-al Board. The permit regulates
groundwater dewatering discharges into
the San Diego Bay and its tributaries;
dewatering is a process by which
groundwater is actively pumped out and
removed from an area at a rate greater
than the rate of recharge. The petitioner
claimed that because San Diego Bay is
a water quality limited segment, meaning that its water quality is impaired,
all discharges to San Diego Bay should
be prohibited. The Board disagreed,
holding that the Bay is water quality
limited due to four pollutants (mercury,
copper, TBT, and PCBs) and that
sources other than dewatering are primarily responsi-ble for the release of
these pollutants into the Bay. The Board
aiso found that the discharges are not
municipal wastewaters or industrial process waters and that direct monitoring
of sediments and benthic life is not appropriate in this case.
FUTURE MEETINGS:
Workshop meetings are generally
held the first Wednesday and Thursday
of each month. For exact times and meeting locations, contact Maureen Marche
at (916) 657-0990.
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL
COMMISSION
Executive Director:Peter Douglas
Chair: Thomas Gwyn
(415) 904-5200
The California Coastal Commission
was established by the California

Coastal Act of 1976, Public Resources
Code section 30000 et seq., to regulate
conservation and development in the
coastal zone. The coastal zone, as defined in the Coastal Act, extends three
miles seaward and generally 1,000 yards
inland. This zone, except for the San
Francisco Bay area (which is under the
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independent jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission), determines the
geographical jurisdiction of the Commission. The Commission has authority
to control development of, and maintain public access to, state tidelands,
public trust lands within the coastal zone,
and other areas of the coastal strip. Except where control has been returned to
local governments, virtually all development which occurs within the
coastal zone must be approved by the
Commission.
The Commission is also designated
the state management agency for the
purpose of administering the Federal
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)
in California. Under this federal statute,
the Commission has authority to review
oil exploration and development in the
three-mile state coastal zone, as well as
federally sanctioned oil activities beyond the three-mile zone which directly
affect the coastal zone. The Commission determines whether these activities are consistent with the federally
certified California Coastal Management Program (CCMP). The CCMP is
based upon the policies of the Coastal
Act. A "consistency certification" is prepared by the proposing company and
must adequately address the major issues of the Coastal Act. The Commission then either concurs with, or objects
to, the certification.
A major component of the CCMP is
the preparation by local governments of
local coastal programs (LCPs), mandated by the Coastal Act of 1976. Each
LCP consists of a land use plan and
implementing ordinances. Most local
governments prepare these in two separate phases, but some are prepared simultaneously as a total LCP. An LCP
does not become final until both phases
are certified, formally adopted by the
local government, and then "effectively
certified" by the Commission. Until an
LCP has been certified, virtually all development within the coastal zone of a
local area must be approved by the Commission. After certification of an LCP,
the Commission's regulatory authority
is transferred to the local government
subject to limited appeal to the Commission. Of the 125 certifiable local
areas in California, 74 (60%) have received certification from the Commission as of July 1, 1991.
The Commission meets monthly at
various coastal locations throughout the
state. Meetings typically last four consecutive days, and the Commission
makes decisions on well over 100 line
items. The Commission is composed of
fifteen members: twelve are voting
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members and are appointed by the Governor, the Senate Rules Committee, and
the Speaker of the Assembly. Each appoints two public members and two locally elected officials of coastal districts. The three remaining nonvoting
members are the Secretaries of the Resources Agency and the Business and
Transportation Agency, and the Chair
of the State Lands Commission. The
Commission's regulations are codified
in Division 5.5, Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR).
MAJOR PROJECTS:
Executive DirectorSurvives Performance Evaluation.Following a performance evaluation which took place at
its July 19 meeting in Huntington Beach,
the Coastal Commission agreed to retain Peter Douglas as its Executive Director by a 10-0 vote.
According to Commission insiders,
the unanimous decision belied an intense lobbying effort to oust Douglas
led by commissioners David Malcolm
and Mark Nathanson, both appointees
of Assembly Speaker Willie Brown and
both pro-development members of the
Commission. Douglas has held his position for six years and is strongly supported by environmentalists, but criticized by development interests. Even
with an assist from Brown, who abruptly
removed pro-Douglas Commissioner
Robert Franco from the Commission
only days before the vote, the coup attempt failed. Neither Malcolm nor
Nathanson voted on Douglas' retention.
Some sources speculate that the unsuccessful attempt to fire Douglas was
the result of his strong opposition to SB
1062 (Maddy), proposed legislation that
would enable the Disney Company to
build a controversial $3 billion theme
park in Long Beach Harbor. (See infra
MAJOR PROJECTS and LEGISLATION for related discussion.)
According to Commission Chair
Thomas Gwyn, the move to review Douglas' status and performance was fueled by his management style rather
than disputes over Commission policy.
In the evaluation, commissioners gave
Douglas generally high marks, and new
directives to increase the hiring of
women and ethnic minorities into staff
positions and to accelerate the completion of local coastal plans. In addition,
the Commission urged Douglas to
supplement the agency's limited budget
by enlisting private foundations and environmental groups to underwrite the
costs of certain Commission programs.
Commission Drops Opposition to
Controversial Disney Bil4 But Legislature Doesn't. At its June 11 meeting,

the Commission-by a 6-4 vote-decided to drop its previous opposition to
SB 1062 (Maddy), pending legislation
which would exempt the Disney Company from existing state law which prohibits the dredging and filling of open
coastal waters. By permitting Disney to
dredge and fill 250 acres of Long Beach
Harbor, the bill would enable the company to construct its controversial $3
billion, 400-acre "Port Disney" park,
which would consist of Disney Sea, a
theme park with rides and attractions,
five new hotels, retail and entertainment businesses, boat excursions and
rentals, 400 new marina slips, and a
cruise ship port. (See CRLR Vol. 11,
No. 3 (Summer 1991) pp. 164-65 and
Vol. 11, No. 1 (Winter 1991) p. 124 for
background information.)
In voting to drop its opposition to
the bill, the Commission rejected the
recommendation of Executive Director
Peter Douglas, who does not believe
that the dredging of open coastal waters
for purposes of an amusement park is
consistent with California coastal protection law or policy. Disney had negotiated with Douglas prior to the meeting, and had agreed to narrow both the
bill and the project so they are less objectionable; these agreements did not
resolve Douglas' problem, but apparently satisfied six commissioners sufficiently to cause them to drop their opposition to the proposal.
However, the Commission's turnabout-and almost $100,000 in campaign contributions from Disney to legislators-has yet to help the company
in the legislature. During spring and
early summer, SB 1062 was set for hearing three times in the Senate Committee
on Natural Resources and Wildlifeand cancelled three times before Di~ney
announced on June 26 that it had shelved
the bill until 1992. Strong opposition by
Committee Chair Senator Dan
McCorquodale and member Senator
Henry Mello, combined with only lukewarm assistance from bill author Senator Ken Maddy, convinced Disney to
back off until next year.
Commission Delays Vote on Pebble
Beach PrivateMembership Plan.By a
10-0 vote at its September 11 meeting,
the Commission decided to delay until
its October meeting in Monterey a decision on Monterey County's approval of
the Pebble Beach Company's proposal
to sell private memberships at its famed
golf courses on the Monterey Peninsula. The four Pebble Beach coursesSpyglass Hill, Spanish Bay, Del Monte,
and Pebble Beach-are currently unrestricted for public use. Under the proposal, 60 hotel rooms (at either the
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Pebble Beach Lodge or Spanish Bay
Inn) would be set aside for members
only, who could reserve rooms and
prime mid-morning tee times up to five
years in advance.
At the September 11 meeting,
Monterey resident Carl Larson argued
against the proposal, contending that it
will ultimately restrict public access to
the rugged, scenic stretch of California
coast upon which Pebble Beach lies.
Attorneys and representatives of the
Pebble Beach Company and its new
owner, Japanese golf course tycoon
Minoru Isutani, stated that the private
membership plan is simply intended to
help Isutani pay for the courses he purchased in September 1990 at a price of
$830 million. The Commission postponed action until its October meeting,
stating that there had been insufficient
time for Commission and public consideration of the proposal.
Commission IncreasesPermit Fees
Permanently.At its August 15 meeting,
the Commission adopted permanent
amendments to section 13055, Division
5.5, Title 14 of the CCR, which prescribes the schedule of fees currently
charged by the Commission to applicants for coastal development permits.
The amendments, which make permanent emergency regulatory changes
adopted by the Commission at its May
9 meeting, significantly raise the
Commission's fees for various categories and types of permits. (See CRLR
Vol. 11, No. 3 (Summer 1991) p. 164
for background information.) The Commission submitted the rulemaking file
on the proposed changes to the Office
of Administrative Law (OAL) on September 11.
LEGISLATION:
The following is a status update on
bills reported in detail in CRLR Vol. 11,
No. 3 (Summer 1991) at pages 165-66:
SB 317 (Davis), as amended September 11, authorizes the Commission
and its Executive Director to issue cease
and desist orders if it is determined that
any person or governmental agency has
undertaken, or is threatening to undertake, any activity that may require a
permit from the Commission without
securing a permit or that may be inconsistent with any permit previously issued by the Commission. This bill was
signed by the Governor on October 10
(Chapter 761, Statutes of 1991).
AB 1270 (Sher), as amended June
18, makes clarifying changes in the provisions pertaining to the appointment of
members to the Commission, and deletes obsolete provisions relating to regional commissions. This bill was signed

by the Governor on July 29 (Chapter
285, Statutes of 1991).
SB 1090 (Rogers), as amended July
2, repeals the Coastal Act's air quality
requirements for refineries and petrochemical facilities in the coastal zone;
and provides that prior to certification
of a local coastal program, a coastal
development permit shall be required
only from the Commission for a specified modification of a refinery or petrochemical facility to provide for reformulated or alternative fuels. This bill,
which was sponsored by Ultramar, Inc.,
which owns an oil refinery in the City
of Los Angeles, was signed by the Governor on October 5 (Chapter 535, Statutes of 1991).
SB 283 (Rosenthal), as amended
September 5, would have deleted existing law which provides that any person
who violates any provision of the California Coastal Act of 1976 is subject to
a civil fine not to exceed $10,000 and
may be subject to a specified additional
daily civil fine and exemplary damages
for any development in violation of that
act. This bill would also have specified
the circumstances in which the Commission may enforce violations of the
Coastal Act or a local coastal plan within
the jurisdiction of a local government.
This bill was vetoed by the Governor on
October 13.
AB 1426 (Gotch), as amended July
11, revises the grounds for an appeal to
the Coastal Commission of an action
taken by a local government on a coastal
development permit under the California Coastal Act of 1976. This bill was
signed by the Governor on October 14
(Chapter 1030, Statutes of 1991).
SB 154 (McCorquodale), as
amended September 9, requires the
Commission to carry out a public education program regarding conservation
and use of coastal resources, to the extent that its resources permit; and includes in the policies set forth in the
California Coastal Act of 1976 a declaration that the economic, commercial,
and recreational importance of fishing
activities shall be recognized and protected. This bill was signed by the Governor on October 10 (Chapter 802, Statutes of 1991).
SB 851 (Hart), as introduced March
7, would have required the Commission
to carry out a public education program
regarding conservation and use of
coastal resources, to the extent that its
resources permit. This bill was vetoed
by the Governor on July 30.
SB 909 (Hart),as amended June 25,
would have authorized the Commission
to remand the appeal of a proposed development to the local government or
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port governing body which took the action, if there is new information. This
bill was vetoed by the Governor on October 12.
AB 1420 (Lempert), as introduced
March 7, would appropriate $404,000
from the Oil Spill Prevention and Administration Fund to the Coastal Commission for purposes related to oil spill
contingency planning and response. This
two-year bill is pending in the Assembly Natural Resources Committee.
SB 1062 (Maddy), as amended June
18, would exempt the Disney Company
from the Coastal Act's prohibition
against dredging and filling open coastal
waters, enabling it to dredge and fill
250 acres of Long Beach Harbor to
build its proposed "Port Disney." (See
supra MAJOR PROJECTS.) The bill
would also prohibit the Commission
from approving a port master plan
amendment, local coastal program
amendment, or coastal development
permit, unless the project includes a
specified marine research program and
marine environmental and marine resources educational program, prescribed
water quality improvements in the
Queensway Bay area, prescribed land
acquisition or environmental enhancement and mitigation by the City of Long
Beach and Disney, and specified minority job recruitment and retention efforts by Disney. This two-year bill is
pending in the Senate Committee on
Natural Resources and Wildlife.
AB 854 (Lempert, et al.) was substantially amended on June 28. As
amended, it would repeal and reenact
the Coastal Resources and Energy Assistance Act, and authorize the Secretary of Environmental Affairs to award
grants to coastal counties and cities for
activities related to offshore development. Earlier provisions creating the
California Coastal Sanctuary were deleted from AB 854 and amended into
AB 10 (Hauser) (see infra). AB 854 is
pending in the Senate Committee on
Natural Resources and Wildlife.
AB 10 (Hauser), as amended June
27, would create the California Coastal
Sanctuary including all state waters subject to tidal influence, except for specified waters; and would prohibit any state
agency, with specified exceptions, from
entering into any new lease for the extraction of oil or gas from the Sanctuary
unless specified conditions are present.
This bill is pending in the Senate Govemrnental Organization Committee.
AB 616 (Hayden), as introduced February 20, would authorize the State
Lands Commission and the Coastal
Commission to issue cease and desist
orders in accordance with specified
17
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procedures with respect to any permit,
lease, license, or other approval or authorization for any activity requiring a
permit, lease, license, or other approval
or authorization. This two-year bill is
pending in the Assembly Natural Resources Committee.
SB 284 (Rosenthal), as amended
August 22, would require the Coastal
Commission to develop and implement
a comprehensive enforcement program,
to ensure that any development in the
coastal zone is consistent with the California Coastal Act of 1976; oversee compliance with permits and permit conditions issued by the Commission; and
develop and implement a cost recovery
system to offset the costs of administering the enforcement. program, consisting of fees charged to violators of the
Act for the costs incurred by the Commission in the enforcement process. This
two-year bill is pending on the Assembly floor.
AB 1374 (Hauser), as introduced
March 7, would make the establishment
or adjustment of fees for the use of any
state park system area within the coastal
zone subject to the jurisdiction of the
Coastal Commission. This two-year bill
is pending in the Assembly Committee
on Water, Parks and Wildlife.
SB 904 (Hart), as amended April
23, would prescribe within the Coastal
Act of 1976 coastal resources planning
and management policies concerning the
transportation of oil and gas; require
pipeline transportation of oil and gas
unless such a method is determined not
to be feasible or that the transportation
would result in greater adverse environmental effects; and permit an alternative mode of transportation under specified circumstances. This two-year bill
is pending in the Senate inactive file.
AB 72 (Cortese), which, as amended
August 20, would enact the California
Heritage Lands Bond Act of 1992, is
pending on the Assembly floor.
LITIGATION:
In Sierra Club, et aL v. California
Coastal Commission, No. 637550 (San
Diego County Superior Court), the Sierra Club and the Buena Vista Audubon
Society challenge the Commission's
approval of the City of Carlsbad's request for a coastal development permit
for the controversial Batiquitos Lagoon
Enhancement Project. Batiquitos Lagoon is one of nineteen "high priority"
wetlands identified by the Department
of Fish and Game and, as such, is subject to stringent limitations on dredging
under section 30233(c) of the Coastal
Act. (See CRLR Vol. 11, No. 3 (Summer 1991) p. 166 and Vol. 11, No. 2
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(Spring 1991) pp. 151-53 for extensive
background information.)
When filed in May, the suit challenged the Commission's March 12 approval of "Mitigated Alternative A"
(Mitigated A), which-in the name of
"restoration" and "enhancement"-calls
for massive dredging of 3.7 million cubic yards of the Lagoon in order to
convert it from a shallow, semi-tidal
wetland to a marine-dominated subtidal
(aquatic) system. In selecting Mitigation A, the Commission rejected its
staff's conclusion that Mitigation A cannot be termed a "restoration project"
under section 30233(c) of the Coastal
Act, and staff's recommendation that
another alternative identified in the final environmental impact report, "Mitigated Alternative B" (Mitigated B), is
environmentally preferable.
Following the filing of the lawsuit,
and faced with the new opposition of
the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, the City of Carlsbad requested
a permit amendment on July 31. The
City stated that although it would prefer
Mitigated A, it would agree to Mitigated B. That alternative would reduce
total dredging by 600,000 cubic yards,
and provide for gentler side slopes, a
gently sloping lagoon bottom, and a
meandering channel rather than the
straight channel called for in Mitigated
A. According to Commission staff's
analysis, "[s]ubstitution of Mitigated B
for the approved Mitigated Alternative
A would result in only 148 acres of
subtidal habitat created, with a full 144
acres of intertidal flats and 170 acres of
areas at elevations suitable for coastal
salt marsh vegetation created as part of
the project. While this will still result in
the disturbance of some habitat values
currently found at the site, the substitution of Mitigated B for Mitigated A will
result in significantly less habitat conversion than previously approved." On
September 11, the Commission approved the substitution of Mitigated B
(with eleven special conditions, as per
staff recommendation) on a 9-0 vote.
Notwithstanding the lesser impact
of Mitigated B, Sierra Club counsel
Larry Silver says his clients will continue to pursue the lawsuit. They allege
violations of the Coastal Act and the
California Environmental Quality Act,
and contend that the whole project is
being driven by the money being provided by the Port of Los Angeles (which
must find "mitigation credits" to make
up for its filling of portions of San Pedro
Bay), rather than the best interests of
Batiquitos Lagoon. Sierra Club spokesperson Joan Jackson asserts that there is
little difference between Mitigated A

and Mitigated B, and called for the consideration of non-dredging alternatives
which will truly enhance the Lagoon.
In a controversial 7-2 decision on
July 16, the Commission approved a
plan permitting Southern California
Edison to mitigate the environmental
damage caused by its San Onofre
Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS)
by building a 300-acre artificial kelp
reef and restoring a 150-acre coastal
wetland somewhere in southern California. In 1989, a fifteen-year study by
the Commission's three-member Marine Review Committee (MRC) concluded that Edison's operation of
SONGS kills literally tons of fish and
kelp each year and discharges debrisfilled water into the ocean, reducing
natural light on the ocean floor by as
much as 16%; the MRC made numerous recommendations for preventing,
reducing, and mitigating these impacts.
Concerned about the Commission's delay in implementing MRC's recommendations, a San Francisco-based environmental group filed Earth Island
Institute v. Southern CaliforniaEdison,
No. 90-1535 (U.S.D.C., S.D. Cal.), in
November 1990, alleging numerous federal Clean Water Act violations by
Edison in its operation of SONGS. Environmentalists now speculate that the
Commission's decision will not only
fail to halt Earth Island's lawsuit, but
will result in another action-this one
against the Commission. (See CRLR
Vol. 11, No. 3 (Summer 1991) p. 166;
Vol. 11, No. 2 (Spring 1991) p. 154; and
Vol. 11, No. 1 (Winter 1991) p. 124 for
background information.)
Environmental groups and Dr.
Rimmon C. Fay, one member of the
MRC established by the Commission to
monitor SONGS when it approved the
construction of Units 2 and 3 in 1974,
argued that Edison should be required
to construct cooling towers to reduce
the amount of seawater and marine life
sucked into the plant. In its analysis of
the issue, Commission staff acknowledged that "[c]ooling towers are the only
prevention technique that would result
in essentially full marine resource protection." However, staff noted that the
two other MRC members rejected this
alternative, citing "its extreme costs and
the fact that it would cause other impacts to coastal resources such as visual
intrusion, fog inducement, noise, and
destruction of coastal bluffs."
At the Commission's July hearing
on the issue, most commissioners articulated concern about the aesthetic
impact, cost of the proposed cooling
towers-estimated at somewhere between $1-2 billion, and the resulting
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burden on Edison ratepayers. The alternatives approved by the Commission
will cost Edison only $30 million.
The required construction of an artificial kelp bed reef is designed to replace the lost and damaged resources at
the San Onofre Kelp Bed Reef and produce a persistent giant kelp forest and
associated ecosystem. The reef will be
located in the vicinity of SONGS, but
outside the influence of the SONGS
discharge plume and water intake. The
required wetland restoration project is
intended to compensate for fish loss;
Edison may choose from among the
Tijuana Estuary in San Diego County,
San Dieguito River Valley in San Diego
County, Huntington Beach Wetland in
Orange County, Los Cerritos Wetland
in Los Angeles County, Ballona Wetland in Los Angeles County, or other
sites as approved by the Commission's
Executive Director. Because the MRC
also found that SONGS is exceeding
the terms of its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit issued by the San Diego Regional Quality Control Board (Regional
Board), the Commission also agreed to
recommend that the Regional Board
modify Edison's discharge permits to
incorporate regular monitoring by
Edison and set specific measurement
standards which Edison must follow in
filing its monitoring reports.
RECENT MEETINGS:
At its September 10 meeting in Marina Del Rey, the Commission unanimously approved a plan allowing the
City of Morro Bay to construct a temporary emergency desalination facility.
Due to the ongoing drought, the City of
Morro Bay, which is dependent upon
groundwater as its primary water supply, declared a Level 5 Emergency Water Supply Condition in February. The
permit for the project allows the intake
of seawater to and discharge of brine
from the desalination plant only during
the period of Level 5 Emergency as
declared by the City Council, and the
City of Morro Bay's Contingency Water Rationing Program adopted on August 13, 1990. The desalination facility
is able to produce up to 645 acre-feet of
desalted water over a six-month period
using a reverse osmosis technology. The
permit is limited to two years and, at the
end of that period, the project must be
abandoned and the site returned to its
previous condition.
FUTURE MEETINGS:
January 13-16 in Marina del Rey.
February 18-21 in San Diego.
March 10-13 in Marina del Rey.

April 7-10 in San Rafael.
May 12-15 in Marina del Rey.
June 9-12 in San Diego.
CALIFORNIA ENERGY
COMMISSION
Executive Director: Stephen Rhoads
Chairperson:Charles R. Jmbrecht
(916) 324-3008
In 1974, the legislature enacted the
Warren-Alquist State Energy Resources
Conservation and Development Act,
Public Resources Code section 25000
et seq., and established the State Energy
Resources Conservation and Development Commission-better known as the
California Energy Commission
(CEC)-to implement it. The Commission's major regulatory function is
the siting of powerplants. It is also generally charged with assessing trends in
energy consumption and energy resources available to the state; reducing
wasteful, unnecessary uses of energy;
conducting research and development
of alternative energy sources; and developing contingency plans to deal with
possible fuel or electrical energy shortages. CEC is empowered to adopt regulations to implement its enabling legislation; these regulations are codified in
Division 2, Title 20 of the California
Code of Regulations (CCR).
The Governor appoints the five members of the Commission to five-year
terms, and every two years selects a
chairperson from among the members.
Commissioners represent the fields of
engineering or physical science, administrative law, environmental protection,
economics, and the public at large. The
Governor also appoints a Public Adviser, whose job is to ensure that the
general public and interested groups are
adequately represented at all Commission proceedings.
There are five divisions within the
Energy Commission: (1) Administrative Services; (2) Energy Forecasting and Planning; (3) Energy Efficiency
and Local Assistance; (4) Energy
Facilities Siting and Environmental Protection; and (5) Energy Technology
Development.
CEC publishes Energy Watch, a summary of energy production and use
trends in California. The publication
provides the latest available information about the state's energy picture.
Energy Watch, published every two
months, is available from the CEC, MS22, 1516 Ninth Street, Sacramento, CA
95814.
On May 2, CEC Public Adviser Tom
Maddock left the Commission to join
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the Department of Consumer Affairs.
At this writing, Governor Wilson has
not named a new CEC Public Adviser.
On June 28, Governor Wilson named
Grace Bos as Associate Public Adviser
MAJOR PROJECTS:
CEC Releases Update on LowEmission Vehicles and Fuels Draft
Report. Public Resources Code section
25310.1 requires CEC to prepare a report on the expected availability and
price of methanol and other clean-burning fuels for use in low-emission motor
vehicles. In August, CEC released the
first update to its original report produced in August 1989.
The report notes the importance of
the California Air Resources Board's
(ARB) promulgation of low-emission
vehicle regulations since the publication of CEC's original report. ARB's
regulations establish a program for phasing in new, low-emission light- and
medium-duty vehicles beginning in
1994. In 1994, manufacturers will be
required to produce vehicles that meet
one of four sets of vehicle exhaust emission standards: traditional low-emission,
low-emission, ultra low-emission, and
zero-emission. (See CRLR Vol. 11, No.
I (Winter 1991) p. 113 for background
information.) These regulations have
precipitated a reevaluation by various
organizations of their alternative-fueled
vehicle development efforts, as well as
a sharper focus on corporate decisionmaking in this area.
The draft report also takes these regulations into account in its analysis of
future vehicle and fuel costs. Using
$12,664 as its base price for a new 1990
passenger car, the report estimates the
following prices for alternative-fueled
vehicles meeting ARB's emission standards for the year 2002 in constant 1990
dollars: $13,911 for a vehicle fueled by
reformulated gasoline; $13,802 for a
vehicle fueled by methanol or ethanol;
and $18,148 for a vehicle fueled by
liquid petroleum gas. The report also
estimates the following costs for two
other alternative-fueled vehicles using
a $11,699 passenger van as the base
vehicle: $16,382 for a passenger van
fueled by natural gas and $17,010 for a
passenger van powered by electricity.
The report's estimates take into account
such things as lower future costs associated with the mass production of lowemission vehicles and government tax
credits. The prices reflect only the incremental costs associated with the lowemission standards.
In addition, the report projects fuel
prices in 2002. The following price estimates are based on the equivalent of
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